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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 . Claims 12-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 12, the limitation "a switch for applying to the stator coils 
voltage of a commercial three-phase AC power supply with a commercial 
frequency remaining intact" was not described in the specification. 

Claims 13-18 are dependent claims of claim 12 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Steen. 
Regarding claim 1, Steen discloses a rotating electrical machine (12 in 

Fig. 3) comprising a rotor core (13), a plurality of rotor slots (aperture 100) 
radially provided at predetermined spaces in a circumferential direction of the 
rotor core, and a plurality of rotor conductors (Column 10, line 19), respectively, 
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received in the rotor slots, wherein the rotor conductors comprise: a rotor 
conductor upper portion, which positioned near to an outer periphery of a rotor, 
and a cross sectional shape of which tapers continuously toward the outer 
periphery of the rotor, and a rotor conductor lower portion, which is contiguous to 
the rotor conductor upper portion to be positioned nearer to a center of the rotor 
than the rotor conductor upper portion, and a cross sectional shape of which is 
made rectangular to have substantially the same width as that of a bottom of the 
rotor conductor upper portion (Fig. 9). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

3. Claims 3-7,10 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steen. 

Regarding claims 3,4,10 and 11 Steen shows all limitations of the claimed 
invention except showing the rotating electrical machine wherein the rotor 
conductor upper portion made of brass has a height of not less than 27 mm (or 
the conductor upper portion has a height of 27 mm to 46 mm as in claims 4 and 
11). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to make the conductor upper portion 
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with brass, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the 
art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as 
a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Moreover, It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to make a conductor upper portion height 
of not less than 27 mm (or the conductor upper portion has a height of 27 mm to 
46 mm as in claims 4 and 1 1 ), since it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. 
In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 5, Steen shows the rotor conductor upper portion made 
of copper (Col. 3, line 63). However, Steen fails to show the rotor conductor 
upper portion has a height of not less than 7 mm. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make a conductor upper portion height of not 
less than 7 mm, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a 
result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 
F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claims 6 and 7, Steen shows the rotor conductor upper portion 
made of copper (Col. 3, line 63). However, Steen fails to show the rotor 
conductors have a total height of not less than 60 mm (or less than 30 mm as in 
claim 7) and the rotor conductor upper portion has a height of 7 to 44 mm (or a 
height of 7 to 1 7.5 mm as in claim 7). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make a rotor conductors have a total height of 
not less than 60 mm (or less than 30 mm as in claim 7) and the rotor conductor 
upper portion has a height of 7 to 44 mm (or a height of 7 to 17.5 mm as in claim 
7, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

4. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steen. 

Regarding claim 8, Steen shows all limitations of the claimed invention 
(refer to the rejection of claim 1 ) except showing the conductor upper portion 
made of brass. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to make the conductor upper portion 
made of brass, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in 
the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended 
use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

5. Claims 2 and 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Steen in view of Maslennikov et al. 

Regarding claim 2, Steen shows all limitations of the claimed invention 
except showing the rotor conductor upper portion has a trapezoidal, cross 
sectional shape. 
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However, Maslennikov et al. disclose a squirrel cage rotor wherein the 
conductor has a trapezoidal, cross sectional shape for the purpose of keeping 
the conductor from getting loose. 

Since Steen and Maslennikov et al. are in the same field of endeavor, the 
purpose disclosed by Maslennikov et al. would have been recognized in the 
pertinent art of Steen. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to modify Steen by making conductor 
upper portion has a trapezoidal, cross sectional shape as taught by Maslennikov 
et al. for the purpose of keeping the conductor from getting loose. 
6. Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steen in view of Satake. 

Regarding claim 12, Steen discloses a drive system of a cage induction 
motor (abstract) comprising a stator core (14 in Fig. 3), a plurality of stator slots 
radially provided at predetermined spaces and around an inner periphery of the 
stator core, a stator comprising stator coils (16) received in the stator slots, a 
rotor core (13), a plurality of rotor slots radially provided at predetermined 
spaces in a circumferential direction of the rotor core, a cage induction motor 
comprising rotor conductors received in the rotor slots, a power supply for 
supplying three-phase alternating current to the cage induction motor: wherein 
the rotor conductors comprising a rotor conductor upper portion, which is 
positioned near to an outer periphery of a rotor, and a cross sectional shape of 
which tapers continuously toward the outer periphery of the rotor, and a rotor 
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conductor lower portion, which is contiguous to the rotor conductor upper portion 
to be positioned nearer to a center of the rotor than the rotor conductor upper 
portion, and a cross sectional shape of which is made rectangular to have 
substantially the same width as that of a bottom of the rotor conductor upper 
portion (Fig. 9). Steen fails to show a power supply for supplying three-phase 
alternating current to the cage induction motor and a switch for applying to the 
stator coils voltage of a commercial three-phase AC power supply with a 
commercial frequency remaining intact. 

However, Satake discloses a squirrel cage rotor using a power supply for 
supplying three-phase alternating current to the cage induction motor and a 
switch for applying to the stator coils voltage of a commercial three-phase AC 
power supply with a commercial frequency remaining intact (Col. 13, lines 1-10) 
for the purpose of controlling the motor. 

Since Steen and Satake are in the same field of endeavor, the purpose 
disclosed by Satake would have been recognized in the pertinent art of Steen. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to modify Steen by using a power 
supply for supplying three-phase alternating current to the cage induction motor 
and a switch for applying to the stator coils voltage of a commercial three-phase 
AC power supply with a commercial frequency remaining intact as taught by 
Satake for the purpose of controlling the motor. 

7. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steen in view of Satake and further in view of Maslennikov et al. 
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Regarding claim 13, Steen and Satake show all limitations of the claimed 
invention except showing the rotor conductor upper portion has a trapezoidal, 
cross sectional shape. 

However, Maslennikov et al. disclose a squirrel cage rotor wherein the 
conductor has a a trapezoidal, cross sectional shape for the purpose of keeping 
the conductor from getting loose. 

Since Steen, Satake and Maslennikov et al. are in the same field of 
endeavor, the purpose disclosed by Maslennikov et al. would have been 
recognized in the pertinent art of Steen and Satake. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to modify Steen and Satake by making 
conductor upper portion has a trapezoidal, cross sectional shape as taught by 
Maslennikov et al. for the purpose of keeping the conductor from getting loose. 
8. Claims 1 4-1 6 and 1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Steen in view of Satake. 

Regarding claims 14, Steen and Satake show all limitations of the claimed 
invention except showing the rotating electrical machine wherein the rotor 
conductor is made of brass the rotor conductor upper portion has a height of not 
less than 27 mm. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to make the conductor with brass, since 
it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a 
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known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of 
obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Moreover, It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to make a conductor upper portion height 
of not less than 27 mm, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value 
of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 
617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 15, Steen shows the rotor conductor upper portion made 
of copper (Col. 3, line 63). However, Steen fails to show the rotor conductor 
upper portion has a height of not less than 7 mm. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to make a conductor upper portion height of not 
less than 7 mm, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a 
result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 
F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

Regarding claim 16, Steen and Satake show all limitations of the claimed 
invention except showing the rotor conductor upper portion is made of brass and 
the rotor conductor lower portion is made of copper. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to make the rotor conductor upper 
portion with brass and the rotor conductor lower portion with copper, since it has 
been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known 
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material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious 
design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Regarding claim 18, Steen and Satake show all limitations of the claimed 
invention except showing the rotating electrical machine wherein the rotor 
conductor upper portion made of brass has a height of not less than 27 mm. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to make the conductor upper portion 
made of brass, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in 
the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended 
use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Moreover, It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to make a conductor upper portion height 
of not less than 27 mm, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value 
of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 
617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). 

9. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Steen in view of Satake and further in view of Maslennikov et al. 

Regarding claim 17, Steen and Satake show all limitations of the claimed 
invention except showing the rotor conductor upper portion has a trapezoidal, 
cross sectional shape and made of brass. 

However, Maslennikov et al. disclose a squirrel cage rotor wherein the 
conductor has a trapezoidal, cross sectional shape for the purpose of keeping 
the conductor from getting loose. 
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Since Steen, Satake and Maslennikov et al. are in the same field of 
endeavor, the purpose disclosed by Maslennikov et al. would have been 
recognized in the pertinent art of Steen and Satake. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having an ordinary skill in the art to modify Steen and Satake by making 
conductor upper portion has a trapezoidal, cross sectional shape as taught by 
Maslennikov et al. for the purpose of keeping the conductor from getting loose. 

Moreover, it would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having an ordinary skill in the art to make the rotor conductor upper 
portion with brass, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a 
worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the 
intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 
416. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Hanh N Nguyen whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-2031 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner 's supervisor, Darren Schuberge, can be reached on (571) 272-2044. 
The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned are (703) 872-9306 for regular communications and (703) 872-9306 
for After Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 308-1782. 



HNN 

August 16, 2004 




DANGLE 
PRIMARY EXAMitocK 



